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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment filed 12/16/2008 has been entered. Claims 6 and 20 are 
amended. Claims 2, 4, 9, 1 1 , and 15 are cancelled. Claims 23-25 are newly added. 
Claims 1,3, 5-8, 10, 12-14, and 16-25 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 12/16/2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues on the last paragraph of page 7 to the 1st paragraph of page 8 
that because Vacherand teaches that the entire ID code of a tag is transmitted from the 
tag to an interrogator before a sequence number is assigned to the tag, the teachings of 
Vacherand do not apply. The examiner respectfully disagrees. The section of the 
reference cited by the applicant is related to the tag identification cycle, not the entire 
reference. The teachings of Vacherand further includes assigning each tag a sequence 
number whose binary size is significantly smaller than that of the ID code for quicker 
detecting of the tags using the binary codes (See Col. 3, lines 6-10). From this teaching 
of Vacherand, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the RFID tag to include emitting a short code to a 
RFID reader to allow faster detection of the tag before a full tag identification code read 
is performed by the reader, with the advantage of faster tag presence detection by the 
reader. Furthermore, if the tag is emitting a shorter code to allow faster presence 
detection, then the shorter code is inherently shorter in duration. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not Identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
Invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the Invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 3, 7-8, 10, 14, 16-17, and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Bauer et al. (US 7,084,769), and in view of Cesar et al. (US 
6,172,596) and Vacherand et al. (US 6,650,228). 

Referring to claim 1 , Bauer et al. disclose a method of inventory at least one 
transponder by means of a communication station, wherein the communication station 
emits an unmodulated carrier signal in a communication range and wherein the 
transponder on entering the communication range emits a response signal to the reader 
(col. 2 lines 50-60; col. 3 lines 10-20 and col. 5 lines 46-51; see Figure 1). 

However, Bauer et al. did not explicitly disclose a communication method 
wherein the communication station emits a signal in a communications range, and 
wherein the transponder on entering the communications range emits a presence- 
signaling signal in the communications range, and wherein the communication station 
on receiving a presence-signaling signal emits a command signal in the 
communications range, and wherein the transponder on receiving the command signal 
emits a response signal in the communications range permitting the identifying of the 



Application/Control Number: 10/525,810 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2612 

transponder, and wherein tlie communication station, on correctly receiving a response 
signal undertakes identifying of the transponder. 

In an analogous art, Cesar et al. disclose a method of identifying at least one 
transponder (131,141) (i.e. tags) by means of a communication station (100) (i.e. base 
station), wherein the communication station (100) (i.e. base station) (i.e. step 405) emits 
a command signal in a communications range, and wherein the transponder (131,141) 
(i.e. tags) on entering the communications range emits a presence-signaling signal (i.e. 
step 415) in the communications range, and wherein the communication station (100) 
(i.e. base station) on receiving a presence-signaling signal emits a command signal (i.e. 
step 435) in the communications range, and wherein the transponder (131,141) (i.e. 
tags) on receiving the command signal emits a response signal (i.e. step 445) in the 
communications range permitting the identifying of the transponder(131,141) (i.e. tags), 
and wherein the communication station (100) (i.e. base station), on correctly receiving a 
response signal undertakes identifying of the transponder(131,141) (i.e. tags) (col. 5 line 
53 to col. 6 line 10). Both Bauer et al. and Cesar et al. teach RFID tags system. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have the identifying steps of Cesar et al. into Bauer et al. system would the 
identification of the tag. 

Bauer et al. in view of Cesar et al. did not explicitly disclose wherein the 
transponder emits a presence-signaling with a first signal duration and a response 
signal with a second signal duration, and wherein the first signal duration is shorter than 
the second signal duration. 
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In an analogous art, Vacherand et al. disclose sequence number assigned to 
each tag will have a bit length much shorter than the ID code length, E.g., with an 8 bit 
long sequence number it can be envisaged to manage simultaneously 255 tags, each 
having an ID code of 64 or 128 bits, for instance (col. 3 lines 11-18). Bauer-Cesar and 
Vacherand et a!., all teach tag communication system. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have different 
duration signals of Vacherand et al. into Bauer-Cesar with the motivation for doing so 
would allow simultaneously managing a large number of tags. 

Referring to claim 7, independent claim 7 is directed to a communication station 
drafted in analogy to method claim 1 . Hence, the subject-matter of the claim is not 
novel in view of the above-mentioned documents. 

Referring to claim 8, independent claim 8 is directed to a transponder drafted in 
analogy to method claim 1 . Hence, the subject-matter of the claim is not novel in view 
of the above-mentioned documents. 

Referring to claim 14, independent claim 14 is directed to an integrated circuit 
drafted in analogy to method claim 1 . Hence, the subject-matter of the claim is not 
novel in view of the above-mentioned documents. 

Referring to claims 3, 10, and 16-17, since Vacherand et al. disclose sequence 
number assigned to each tag will have a bit length much shorter than the ID code 
length. E.g., with an 8 bit long sequence number it can be envisaged to manage 
simultaneously 255 tags, each having an ID code of 64 or 128 bits, for instance (col. 3 
lines 11-18). Therefore, it is obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
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invention to have the ratio of the signal durations as claimed is desired upon designer 
choice. 

Referring to claims 20-22, Vacherand et al. discloses the presence-signaling 
signal does not include an identification data ID of the transponder (via minimizing the 
time for checking the presence of the tags is achieved by assigning to each of the tags 
a sequence number without the use of the tag's ID code. Col. 3, lines 6-10) and Bauer 
et al in view of Cesar et al. disclose the response signal includes the identification data 
ID of the transponder (See rejection on claim 1 above). 

5. Claims 5, 12-13, and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bauer et a!., in view of Cesar et al. and Vacherand et al., further in 
view of Meier (US 6,323,566). 

Referring to claim 5, Bauer et al. in view of Cesar et al. and Vacherand et al. 
disclose the method of claim 1 . However, Bauer et al. in view of Cesar et al. and 
Vacherand et al. did not explicitly disclose wherein the transponder emits a presence- 
signaling signal with a first transmission parameter and a response signal with a second 
transmission parameter. 

In an analogous art, Meier teaches the transponder emits a presence-signaling 
signal with a first transmission parameter and a response signal with a second 
transmission parameter (col. 1 1 lines 33-43). Bauer and Meier teach tag 
communication system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to have the first and second signals with different 
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parameter of Meier into tlie combination of Bauer-Cesar-Vacherand to use a known 
teclinique to allow easy transponder to interrogator communication. 

Referring to claims 12 and 18, recite the limitations of claim 5 and therefore are 
rejected on the same basis. 

Referring to claims 13 and 19, Meier discloses wherein one of two different 

subcarrier frequencies of each subcarrier signal is used, one as first transmission 
parameter and one as second transmission parameter, (col. 1 1 lines 33-43) 

6. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bauer et 
a!., in view of Cesar et al., Vacherand et al., and Meier, and further in view of Walker 
(GB 2 288 952A). 

Referring to claim 6, Meier discloses wherein one of two different subcarrier 
frequencies of each subcarrier signal is used, one as first transmission parameter and 
one as second transmission parameter (col. 11 lines 33-43), but Meier did not 
specifically disclose the two different subcarrier frequencies are 283 kilohertz and 424 
kilohertz. 

Walker teaches that transponders using a lower carrier frequency for 
communication has a lower power dissipation and current draw. (See page 2, lines 21- 
26) 

From the teachings of Walker, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the subcarrier frequency for the 
first transmission parameter to be 283 kilohertz and the subcarrier frequency for the 
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second transmission parameter to be to be 424 Kilohertz as taught by Walker to lessen 
the power dissipation and current draw of the transponders. 

7. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bauer et 
al., in view of Cesar et al., and Vacherand et al, and further in view of Bowers et al. (US 

5,883,582). 

Regarding claim 25, the combination of Bauer, Cesar, and Vacherand did not 
specifically disclose the transponder on entering the communications range generates 
and emits a plurality of presence-signaling signals in the communications range 
repeatedly at recurrent intervals to ensure that the communication station reliably 
receives at least one of the plurality of presense-signaling signal generated and emitted 
by the transponder 

Bowers teaches a transponder in response to being powered by an interrogator 
repeatedly transmits a response message stored in the transponder at a fixed interval. 
(See Col. 2, lines 40-47) 

From the teachings of Bowers, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combination of Bauer, Cesar, 
and Vacherand to include the transponder on entering the communications range 
generates and emits a plurality of presence-signaling signals in the communications 
range repeatedly at recurrent intervals as taught by Bowers to transmit at 
predetermined periodic intervals with a fixed length non-transmission interval between 
each transmission interval for successful signal transmission. 
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8. Claims 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bauer et al., in view of Cesar et al., and Vacherand et al, and further in view of 
Bowers et al. (US 5,883,582) and Vercellotti et al. (US 5,266,925). 

Regarding claim 23, the combination of Bauer, Cesar, Vacherand, and Bowers 

discloses the claimed invention (See rejection on claim 25) but did not specifically 
disclose the plurality of presence-signaling signals in the communications range emit at 
random intervals. 

Vercellotti teaches when electronic identification tags respond at random 
intervals, collisions between the tags are minimized when the tags are responding to 
interrogators. (See Col. 1, lines 54-59) 

From the teachings of Vercellotti, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combination of Bauer, 
Cesar, Vacherand, and Bowers to include the transponder on entering the 
communications range generates and emits a plurality of presence-signaling signals in 
the communications range at random intervals as taught by Vercellotti to minimize 
collisions between the tags when the tags are transmitting. 

Regarding claim 24, the combination of Bauer, Cesar, Vacherand, Bowers, and 
Vercellotti did not specifically disclose the transponder terminates generation and 
emission of the plurality of presence signaling signals on receiving the inventorying 
command signal. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the combination of Bauer, Cesar, 
Vacherand, Bowers, and Vercellotti to include the transponder terminates generation 
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and emission of the plurality of presence signaling signals on receiving the inventorying 
command signal in order to prevent the transponder from interfering with other 
transponders, and also reduce the power consumption of the transponders. 



Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to YONG HANG JIANG whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-3024. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:30 am to 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian A. Zimmerman can be reached on 571-272-3059. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Y.J./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2612 
/Brian A Zimmerman/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2612 



